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This report covers the third year 's cot of pig keeping on some

York.,51-dre farms. It has been written by Nr.IAN G.SIMPSON from the

material collected and tabulated by Mr.D.W.McInnes. Thanks are due

to the farmers through whose co—crperatic.)n the investigation was made

possible.



COSTS AND RETURNS Fii.OM KEEPING PIGS ON THE/TEEN YORKSHIRE FARMS
1.25_2=2L.

INTRODUCTION:

In this report, the third of a series on this subject, costs and returns from
pigs kept on thirteen Yorkshire farms during the year ending March 27th 1954 are
discussed. On nine of them pigs had been costed in the previous year. As in
that year, there were considerable differences in the sizes of the individual
herds costed in 1953/.54 and in the character of the farms themselves.(See Farmers!
Report No.116). The variations in size may be illustrated by the fact that the
numbers of sows varied from four to thirty per farm while annual sales of bacon
pigs ranged from £1,245 per farm to as much as £20,100. On none of the farms

. however, was any income derived from the sale of pedigree pigs.(I) Breeding pigs
were kept on all except one farm. The output was predominantly in form of fat
pigs and relatively few stores were either purchased or sold,

There was no marked change in the external factors wnich affect the
prnfitability of.pig production as between 1952/3 and 1953/4. Fat pig prices
were increased by 8d per score at the 1953 price review in order to provide
partial recoupment for cost increases due mainly to the 'removal of the subsidy on
feeding stuffs. However, the price for fat pigs was tied to that of feeding
stuffs and a fall in the latter resulted in the actual average price paid per
score in 1953/4 being 2/3d less than in the previous year. Stricter grading for
bacon pigs was introduced at the end of June 1954 but the return to the pre-,war
standards and to free marketing was not made until the following year.

COSTS AND RETURNS IN 1953/4. 

Tables 1 to 4 give some indication of the practices and level of management on
the thirteen farms. They are intended to provide a background to Table 5 where the
average costs per £100 gross output from the pigs are shown.

TABLE .I. Performance of Sows & mortality Rates on 12 Farms with Breeding Herds,

Pigs Born per Litter

Pigs Weaned per Litter

Litters per Saw per Year

Pigs Reared per Sow per Year

Percentage of Pigs lost from
Birth to Weaning.

Perc2Laza...2f_LigE_Iost after Weaning

Aver2,ae   YOUT Farm

7,6  

  1.7

1239
per

l96 cent!

3L

(1) (1) Costs which were collected from one farm where such sales were
important have been excluded from this report.
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In Table I, details of the breeding performance of the sows and of mortality
rates are given. The performance of the sows in these herds was similar to
estimates for Great Britain as a whole given in a recent publication of the
Ministry of Agriculture. In that publication, it is estimated that 7.4 pigs are
weaned per litter and each sow produces on average 1.8 litters per year. (1)

TABLE .2, Sales of Pigs Other than Saws Gilts and Boars. from 13 Farms:

Daconers
Rejected as unsuitable for Bacon
Pork Pigs
Store Pigs other than Weaners
Weaners
Casualties & Home Consumption

!Nundoer Sold as Percentage by
Percentagp of all Sales. Value of  Total Sales.

per cent per cent

66.5
3.5
17.6
9.0
2.9

73.2
3.7
17.4
4.6
.7

• •

100.0 100.0

Table 2 shows that while two thirds of the pigs sold other than breeding pigs
were destined for bacon, an appreciable proportion was sold as porkers. The
percentage of pigs sold for pork was double that of the previous year. Of the
bacon pigs for which details are available, nearly three quarters were graded A.
Details of the gradings of these pigs are given in Table 3.

TABIE.3. Grading of Bacon Pigs Sold from 11 Farms:

11Grade:  Percentam_of Total

1 A

0
AT

74.1
14.5
6.6
3.6
.8

100.0 

No record of gradings was obtained from two farms and
records for two others were incomplete.

(1) Ministry of Agriculture and Fisheries in collaboration with the University mf
Nottingham: Costs and Efficiency in Pig Production. A comparison between
England and Denmark. Summary to Chapter 2.
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TABLE .J  Distribution of Food Costs Farms where
of Foods were Fed.

F o o d s
Purchased Home Grown

Compound Straight
Meals: 1Meals:

Potatoes &
Fodder Beet:

Other
Foods: Cereals: Roots:

Average Percentage
of Total Food 

, .
1

49.7 1 12.5 9.4 .4 _26.6 1.1.4_...;

6

_Cost:

Number of Farms
Where Fed:

1. 1
13

1
2 _ 3 9

In calculating the costs, all home grown foods were charged at their market
value and not at cost of production. The method of charging these foods does,
of course, affect the distribution of costs between the different classes of foods
as set out in Table 4. Compared with the previous years, fewer compound meals
were fed but more straight purchased meals and home grown cereals. These changes
are due to new farms being added to the samDle rather than to alterations in
feeding practices on those farms where pigs were costed previously.
TABLE.5.

_ Average. of  13 Farms: Your Farm:
Costs per E100 I Percentage of • Costs per Percentage
Gross Output: i Total Cost: 1 £100 Gross of Total

— I Output: Cost: 
'. s. d.  Per Cent i E. s, d. Per Cent 

Purchased Foods 47. 16.  0, 62,0   —
Home Grown Foods  20. 7, 5.  26.4 ,

; —
labour 6. 10. 4-.L4 

,
i 

Other Costs 2. .8, . 3.2 I............ ,., , 
Total Costs: 77. 1.  9. 00.0  11  7 
Profit: 22, 18. 3.    _____

L._  100. O. 0. . II 

Costs per £100 gross output from the pigs averaged £77.1.9, leaving a profit
- of £22.18.3. to cover interest on investment, a share of the general overhead
expenses involved in running the farm and a return to management. As is shown
in Table 5, foods as in previous years, accounted for nearly ninety per cent of
the total production costs.
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TABLE.6. an of Copts_per E100 Gross 0u.-40t_on Individual Fe:rms:

(a) F9.3.cl, cost er E100 Gross Output 

'Food Cost: 7 E22-E60 E60-E70 ' £7p-zeo.__
1E111.100er of---
iFarms: 2

(b) labour cost or E100 Gross Output

Labour. Cost: ' £.3-E5 1E5-E7 X7-E9 IE9-Ell 1 Ell-E13  Over £13
gUmber of
Farms: 3 3L_ 1 2

(c) Total Cos £100 Gross _Output

iTotal Cost: LE60-TTO 1E7OZE-30 IE8o:00 TI-90:E100 rE100-Ellb---_
14umber of i

i 1  3

The distribution of the costs on the individual farms is given in Table 6.
This shows that there was a wide range between the best and worst farms.

A comparison for the nine farms where pigs were costed over two years, shows
that the costs per E100 gross output were E84.13.0. and E80.15.0. in 1952/3 and
1953/4 respectively. C-)sts were lower on six and higher on three farms in the
latter year.

EFFICIENCY IN PIG PRODUCTION.

The level of c)sts per E100 gross output is a useful standard in that it
represents the combined effect of many factors. Thus environment, the quality
of the stock, prolificacy, mortality rates, the skill of the pigman and the
economic judgements of the owner are all reflected in the final figure of costs
per E100 gross output. The recording of litter size, frequency of farrowing,
weaner weights and length of fattening period; is useful for the purposes of
somparing the value of different strains of pigs kept under similar conditions on
the same farm. If however, comparisons are to be made between farms, it is
essential to record at least the major cost, that of foods.

Pig production can be divided into two distinct processes, breeding and
fattening. Efficiency is achieved by different means in each of these processes,
For this reason, the value of pig costs is greatly enhanced if costs on the
breeding and feeding pigs are kept separate so that standards can be calculated
for each section. It is also an advantage if the output from each section can be
expressed in terms of pounds liveweight. This solves the problem of how to put a
satisfactory valuation of pigs transferred from one section to another (i.e.
weaners to the feeding section or gilts to the breeding section). It also greatly
facilitates inter farm comparisons. To obtain such information all the pigs
transferred in and out of each section have, of course, to be weighed.
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TABLE.7. Efficiency Factors in Pig Production

Breeding_pigE:

Pigs reared per Saw per Year

Food Cost per Saw per Year (1)

Food Cost per Pig Weaned (2)

Meal Equivalent per Sow per Year (1)

Meal Equivalent per Pig weaned (2)

Weight of Pigs at Weaning

Conversion Rate:-
Neal Equivalent per Pound Liveweight

of Weaners.

Food Cost per 10 lbs of Weaner  Weight 

Fatte_niag  Pigs: 

Conversion Rate:-
Meal Equivalent Fed per Pound Liveweight

increase.

Cost of Meal Equivalent per cwt

Food Cost per 100 lbs Livewei ht increase

Average  of 8 Farms Your Farm 

_fig„13.8.

£3.11.1.

27.5  cwts

36.4_Ib

6.2 lbs 

Oa.

12/10d
*.

4±4
3 2d

6,6.17.10.

(1) Total fed to breeding pigs divided by the average number
of sows on hand during the year.

(2) Total fed to breeding pigs divided by number of pigs reared
to weaning during the year.

Meal Lquivalent is the total weight of all meals fed plus one
fifth of the weight of fodder beet and one quarter that of
potatoes fed.

On eight of the thirteen farms, the foods fed to the breeding and fattening
pigs were recorded separately and the pigs were weighed regularly. A certain
amount of estimation was however, required in calculating the output in terms of
pounds liveweight. It was for instance, necessary to estimate the differences
is the weight of pigs on hand at the beginning and end of the year and on some
farms the weight of store pigs sold or purchased. In no case, however, was
the estimated proportion of the output more than a fifth of the total; generally
it was much less.



Details of the average results from the breeding and feeding sections of
the eight herds are given in Table 7. These results provide a useful standard
against which the records from individual farms may be compared. The most
valuable standards are those for food cost per ten pounds weaner weight in the
breeding section and food cost per hundred pounds liveweight increase in the
feeding section. These standards take into account not only the rate of
conversion of meal to pig meat but also the cost of that meal. That the rate
of conversion by itself is not an adequate guide to level of efficiency attained
in pig feeding, may be illustrated by a comparison given in Table 8 for two farms
where identical conversion rates were secured for the pigs fattened. The cost
of meal equivalent fed was however, 2/2d per cwt less on Farm A than that fed on
Farm B. As a result the food cost per 100 pounds liveweight gain was
considerably less resulting in a saving in food costs of about 16/— per baconer.
Greater economic efficiency in feeding was therefore attained on Farm A than on
Farm B, and this was due either to Farm A being able to buy and mix as good a
ration as Farm B at a considerably lower cost, or to Farm A's pigs having the
facility (either because of their breeding or their management) to convert a
relatively cheap ration into pig meat as economically as Farm B's pigs could
convert a more expensive ration.

Emphasis continues to be put on the importance of lowering pig production
costs. Even within the sample of herds included in this study, the difference in
results indicate the considerable scope for cutting costs on some of the farms.
These costs can be lowered by paying attention to detail, a process greatly
facilitated by recording. The National Pig Records scheme introduced last year
is likely to stimulate such recording, the value of which can be greatly
enhanced if a separate check is kept for foods used by the breeding and fattening
pigs respectively.

TABLE.P. The Cost of Pr.glias.ing 100 lbs Liveweight Increase on Two Farms.

Farm A

Conversion Rate

4.7
Farm B 7

Fed.
Meal Equivalent
Cost :3: of

31/1d

—6—

Food Cost per 1766—
lbs Liveweight

£6.10.6.

£6.19.8.
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